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1. Huernia volkartii Gossweiler var. nigeriana (Lavr.) Lavranos stat. nov. 

Huernia nigeriana Lavranos in Journ. S. Afr. Bot. 27 (1961); 233. 

At the time of describing the above plant, the author held that it differed 
sufficiently from H. volkartii Gossw. to deserve specific status. 

Subsequent observations have, however, led to the conclusion that the 
differences are not adequate to warrant specific status. 

Nevertheless, the plants from Nigeria appear to differ sufficiently from the 
type to deserve varietal rank. 


2. Caralluma baldratii White et Sloane in “The Stapeliae” (1937); 268. 

Caralluma meintjesiana Lavranos in Journ. S. Afr. Bot. 28 (1962); 209. 

Mr. P. R. O. Bally and, more recently, Prof. Dr. W. Rauh, have drawn the 
author’s attention to the very close affinities of the form described by him as 
C. meintjesiana to C. baldratii White et Sloane. 

The author had based his species on material sent by Mr. C. Meintjes 
from the Audhali Plateau in the Southern Arabian Federation. 

In August 1962, during a botanical journey to South Western Arabia, 
the author made several collections of this species and examined many flowers 
thereof. These observations have led to the conclusion that the plants from the 
Audhali Plateau belong indeed to C. baldratii and C. meintjesiana, is, therefore, 
reduced into synonymy under that species. 

C. baldratii was originally described from the highlands of Eritrea and has 
also been collected in Kenya (P. R. O. Bally, East African succulents IV. (1942); 
156). The species has, therefore, a very wide range of distribution. Whether the 
plants from Kenya and S.W. Arabia deserve varietal status is not entirely clear. 

The author considers it unfortunate that an excess of enthusiasm on his 
part led him to create a new species where it should have been fairly clear that 
this was not warranted by facts. The creation of new taxa without due justifica- 
tion can only lead to confusion and, although the oversight should not have 
occurred in the first instance, it is hereby rectified. 
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